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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 
Joint Application of Comcast Corporation, 
Time Warner Cable Inc., Time Warner Cable 
Information Services (California), LLC, and 
Bright House Networks Information Services 
(California), LLC for Expedited Approval of 
the Transfer of Control of Time Warner Cable 
Information Services (California), LLC 
(U6874C); and the Pro Forma Transfer of 
Control of Bright House Networks Information 
Services (California), LLC (U6955C), to 
Comcast Corporation Pursuant to California 
Public Utilities Code Section 854(a). 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Application 14-04-013 
(Filed April 11, 2014) 

 
And Related Matter. 
 

 
Application 14-06-012 

 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING RESETTING SCHEDULE 
OF PROCEEDING & GRANTING OFFICIAL NOTICE 

On October 20, 2014 Assistant Chief Administrative Law Judge  

Dorothy Duda suspended the schedule of this proceeding pending further 

notice.  She suspended the schedule in recognition of the decision of the Federal 

Communications Commission (FCC), announced on October 3, 2014, to stop the 

informal 180-day transaction clock until October 29, 2014 or until the FCC staff 

determined that responses by Comcast Corporation, Time Warner Cable, Inc., 
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and Charter Communications, Inc. were complete.1  In an Order released on 

October 22, 2014, the FCC indefinitely suspended the 180-day transaction clock 

following objections by content companies, such as CBS and Discovery Channel, 

to the release of Highly Confidential information related to programming 

agreements.2  On November 4, 2014 the FCC denied the content companies’ 

objection and required access to the above mentioned Highly Confidential 

information by November 12, 2014.3  In a subsequent Order the FCC set a 

November 17, 2014 date to restart the 180-day transaction clock.4  In the scoping 

memo that established the timelines for this proceeding it was noted that it is an 

objective of the Commission to reach a decision on this application (and the 

related Charter Fiberlink application with which it has been consolidated) with 

enough time to have meaningful participation in the FCC process.  Accordingly, 

if the Commission is to realize its objective of meaningfully participating in the 

FCC process then it will be necessary to adopt a final decision around the time 

the FCC anticipates the conclusion of its proceeding.  With that in mind, I am 

revising the schedule of the remainder of this proceeding as set out below: 

                                              
1  Letter from William T. Lake, Chief, Media Bureau, FCC to Comcast, Time Warner Cable and 
Charter, October 3, 2014 at 2. 
2  October 22, 2014 FCC Order at 3 at 4. 
3  November 4, 2014 FCC Order at 5, ¶ 12, attached herein as Appendix A; See also, November 4, 
2014 FCC Order on Reconsideration at 18 at 36, attached herein as Appendix B. 
4  November 10, 2014 FCC Order at 2 at 3, attached herein as Appendix C. 
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MILESTONE DEADLINE 

Opening Briefs December 1, 2014 
Reply Briefs December 8, 2014 
Evidentiary Hearings, if necessary December 10-11, 2014 @ 10 a.m. 

Commission Courtroom 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Proposed Decision January 12, 2015 
Agenda Decision February 12, 2015 

 
Briefs should include as attachments any documents referenced in the 

briefs, including any prepared testimony, which shall be signed by the 

sponsoring witnesses.5 

Any party requesting evidentiary hearings shall file, no later than 

December 1, 2014, a motion specifying in detail all alleged disputed material 

facts, explaining the relevance of such facts to the issues outlined in the scoping 

memo, stating the names of any proposed witnesses and providing an estimate 

of the time required for such hearings.  

On October 22, 2014, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) filed a 

motion seeking official notice of actions by the FCC with regard to its review of 

the same merger for which the Applicants seek approval in these consolidated 

proceedings.  Specifically, ORA asked for official notice of a document released 

                                              
5  The Commission has long proceeded in this manner in appropriate cases.  See, e.g., 2005  
Cal. PUC LEXIS 517, 61-65 (Cal. PUC 2005) Decision 05-11-029; 2013 Cal. PUC LEXIS 35, 24-25 
(Cal. PUC 2013) Decision 13-01-040; 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 279, 14-15 (Cal. PUC 2012)  
Decision 12-07-006. 
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on Wednesday, October 22, 2014 by the FCC which suspended the FCC pleading 

cycle and stopped the 180-day transaction clock. 

Pursuant to Commission Rule of Practice and Procedure 13.9, the 

Commission may take official notice of such matters as may be judicially 

noticed by the courts of the State of California pursuant to Evidence Code 

section 450 et seq.  Rule 13.9 incorporates California Evidence Code Section 450 

et seq.  Under Section 452(c), a court may take judicial notice of official acts of 

the executive branch of the United States: 

452. Judicial notice may be taken of the following matters to 
the extent that they are not embraced within Section 451.... (c) 
Official acts of the legislative, executive, and judicial 
departments of the United States and of any state of the 
United States. 

Therefore, I preliminarily find that it is appropriate to take official notice 

of the matters attached to ORA's October 22, 2014 motion.  In addition, I also 

preliminarily find that it is appropriate to take official notice of the FCC Orders, 

filed on November 4, 2014, that denied the content companies’ objections to 

parties’ access to certain Highly Confidential information and the subsequent 

November 10 FCC Order that restarted the 180-day transaction clock, all of 

which have been cited in this ruling and are attached herein as Appendices A-C.  

I allow Parties to file comments on this within 10 calendar days, indicating  
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whether they agree with the appropriateness of an official notice, and explaining 

any objection they have to the taking of such notice. 

IT IS SO RULED. 

Dated November 13, 2014, at San Francisco, California. 

 
 
  /s/  KARL J. BEMESDERFER 

  Karl J. Bemesderfer 
Administrative Law Judge 
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Federal Communications Commission DA 14-1605

Before the
Federal Communications Commission

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Applications of 

Comcast Corp. and 
Time Warner Cable Inc.

For Consent To Assign or Transfer Control of
Licenses and Authorizations

and

AT&T, Inc. and 
DIRECTV

For Consent To Assign or Transfer Control of
Licenses and Authorizations

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

MB Docket No. 14-57

MB Docket No. 14-90

ORDER

Adopted:  November 4, 2014 Released: November 4, 2014

By the Chief, Media Bureau:

I. INTRODUCTION

1. In this Order, the Media Bureau rejects objections filed against 245 individuals that filed 
Acknowledgments to the Modified Joint Protective Orders as a prerequisite to reviewing Highly 
Confidential Information contained in the record of the above captioned proceedings.  As described 
below, in the case of 235 individuals, the objections fail to provide any basis upon which the 
Acknowledgments could be rejected.  In the case of 10 individuals, the objections fail properly to apply 
the definitions contained in the Modified Joint Protective Orders.

II. BACKGROUND

2. On October 7, 2014, the Media Bureau issued an Order modifying the Joint Protective Orders 
in these proceedings.1  We required potential Reviewing Parties2 to re-sign the Acknowledgments 
required under the Joint Protective Orders and provided third parties a procedure by which they could 
object to certain individuals being permitted to review confidential information under the Modified Joint 

                                                     
1 See Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of 
Licenses and Authorizations and Applications of AT&T, Inc. and DIRECTV for Consent to Assign or Transfer 
Control of Licenses and Authorizations, Order, DA 14-1463 (MB, rel. Oct. 7, 2014) (“VPCI Order”).  See also 
Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses 
and Authorizations, Modified Joint Protective Order, DA 14-1464 (MB, rel. Oct. 7, 2014); Applications of AT&T, 
Inc. and DIRECTV for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses and Authorizations, Modified Joint 
Protective Order, DA 14-1465 (MB, rel. Oct. 7, 2014) (together, the “Modified Joint Protective Orders”).
2 Capitalized terms are used as defined in the Modified Joint Protective Orders.
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Protective Orders.3  

3. Pursuant the Modified Joint Protective Orders, various individuals executed 
Acknowledgments and filed them with the Commission.  Starting on October 15, 2014, seven third-
parties (the “Content Companies”)4 filed objections in both proceedings against every individual who 
sought to review Highly Confidential Information, including Video Programming Confidential 
Information (“VPCI”),5 under the Modified Joint Protective Orders.6  Nearly identical objections were
filed by Discovery Communications LLC.7  By this Order, we reject 245 of these objections.8

4. The Content Companies’ objections list the individuals to whom they are objecting either in 
the body of the objection or in an attached appendix.  Between the two dockets, the companies object to
266 separate individuals.9  As to 235 of these individuals, however, the Content Companies provide no 
specific basis for objection.  Rather, using almost identical language in each pleading, the Content 
Companies “reiterate their objection to permitting any individual to access their highly confidential 
carriage agreements” with the Applicants.  They state that none of the signatories “has made a 
particularized, good-faith showing as to why each needs access” to the information and conclude: “The 
substance of this objection is set forth more fully in the Application for Review filed by the Content 
Companies in the captioned proceeding on October 14, 2014.”

5. Cogent Communications Group Inc. (“Cogent”) filed a response to the Content Companies’ 
                                                     
3 VPCI Order at ¶¶ 9-10.
4 The self-styled Content Companies are: CBS Corp.; Scripps Networks Interactive, Inc.; The Walt Disney Co,; 
Time Warner Inc.; Twenty First Century Fox, Inc.; Univision Communications Inc.; and Viacom Inc.
5 Video Programming Confidential Information is defined in the Modified Joint Protective Orders as an agreement 
or any part thereof for distribution of any video programming (including broadcast programming) carried by an 
Applicant’s (i) MVPD service and/or (ii) OVD service; a detailed description of one or more provisions of such an 
agreement, including, but not limited to, price terms; and information relating to the negotiation of such an 
agreement.
6 Objection to Request for Access to Highly Confidential Information and Video Programming Confidential 
Information [hereinafter Objection], MB Docket No. 14-57 (filed Oct. 15, 2014) (joined in by Discovery 
Communications LLC and TV One, LLC); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-90 (filed Oct. 15, 2014) (joined in by 
Discovery Communications LLC and TV One, LLC); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (filed Oct. 15, 2014); 
Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 16, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-90 (Oct. 16, 2014) (joined in by 
Discovery Communications LLC); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 20, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 
14-57 (Oct. 20, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-90 (Oct. 20, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 21, 
2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 22, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-90 (Oct. 21, 2014); 
Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 23, 2014) (joined in by Discovery Communications LLC); Objection, MB 
Docket No. 14-90 (Oct. 23, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 24, 2014) (joined in by Discovery 
Communications LLC).
7 Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct.16, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 20, 2014); Objection, 
MB Docket No. 14-90 (Oct. 20, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 21, 2014); Objection, MB Docket 
No. 14-90 (Oct. 21, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 22, 2014); Objection, MB Docket No. 14-90 
(Oct. 23, 2014).
8 We will address the objections to the remaining 20 individuals in future orders.  This Order does not address any 
individuals filing Acknowledgments to whom objections were not due on or before October 31, 2014.
9 The Content Companies object to 184 individuals in Docket No. 14-57 and 112 individuals in Docket No. 14-90, 
30 of whom they also objected to in Docket 14-57.  Over two-thirds of these (104 in Docket No. 14-57 and 80 in 
Docket No. 14-90) are counsel or consultants for the applicants.  None of the counsel or consultants for any of the 
applicants has filed acknowledgments in the other proceeding; each is participating only in its own.  
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objections on October 21, 2014.10  DISH Network Corporation (“DISH”) and Monumental Sports and 
Entertainment (“Monumental Sports”) each filed a separate response on October 24, 2014.11  Cogent 
argued that the individuals who signed the Acknowledgments as Cogent representatives do not have 
“competitive decision-making” authority and that the Content Companies and Discovery have no basis to 
believe that Cogent’s outside counsel and consultants would not adhere to the requirements of the 
Modified Joint Protective Orders.12  DISH argued that the objections were a pretext for a collateral attack 
on the Commission’s decision to make the Content Companies’ Video Programming Confidential 
Information available under the Modified Joint Protective Orders and that the objections were made for 
the purpose of delaying implementation of the orders.13  DISH noted that each signatory of an 
Acknowledgment certified that he or she was not involved in Competitive Decision-Making and argued 
that the objections were frivolous.14  Monumental Sports stated that their counsel also had signed the 
Acknowledgments and were not involved in Competitive Decision-Making and that the Content 
Companies did not specify the basis for their objection.  Rather, Monumental Sports argued, the Content 
Companies “assert an overly broad, general objection against disclosure of all” confidential information.15

6. The Content Companies filed Comments regarding Cogent’s Response on October 22, 
2014.16  The comments focus on Cogent’s proposal that its representatives be permitted to have access to 
Highly Confidential Information in which the Content Companies and Discovery do not have a 
confidentiality interest.  Nowhere do the comments address Cogent’s argument about, nor provide further 
information regarding, why the specific individuals representing Cogent should not be entitled to review
Highly Confidential Information pursuant to the Modified Joint Protective Orders.

III. DISCUSSION

7. Under the Modified Joint Protective Orders, persons are eligible to review Highly 
Confidential Information (potential Reviewing Parties) only if: they are Outside Counsel or Outside 
Consultants who are not engaged in Competitive Decision-Making, as those terms are defined in the 
Modified Joint Protective Order, and they sign the Acknowledgment certifying, among other 
requirements, that these facts are true. Paragraph 8 of the Modified Joint Protective Orders provides 
parties who have a confidentiality interest in information being submitted pursuant to the Protective Order
the opportunity to object to the disclosure of that information to any potential Reviewing Party. 

8. With regard to 235 of the individuals who signed the required Acknowledgments, the Content 
                                                     
10 Response to Objections to Request for Access to Highly Confidential Information and Video Programming 
Confidential Information, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90, filed by Cogent Communications Group Inc. (Oct. 21, 
2014).
11 Amended Response to Objections to Request for Access to Highly Confidential Information and Video 
Programming Confidential Information, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90, filed by DISH Network Corporation (Oct. 
24, 2014); Response to Objections to Request for Access to Highly Confidential Information and Video 
Programming Confidential Information, MB Docket No. 14-57, filed by Monumental Sports and Entertainment 
(Oct. 24, 2014).
12 Cogent’s Response at 2.
13 DISH’s Amended Response at 3.
14 Id. at 2-3.
15 Monumental Sport’s Response at 2.
16 Content Companies’ Comments Regarding Cogent Communication Group’s Response to Objections to Request 
for Access to Highly Confidential Information and Video Programming Confidential Information, MB Docket Nos. 
14-57, 14-90 (Oct. 22, 2014).
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Companies provide no reason for concluding that the individuals at issue are not entitled under the terms 
of the Modified Joint Protective Orders to review Highly Confidential Information, including the Content 
Companies’ Video Programming Confidential Information.  Rather than providing information specific to 
any of these individuals, over two-thirds of whom are counsel or consultants for the various applicants,17  
the Content Companies simply refer to their objections to the Modified Joint Protective Orders
themselves and state that the individuals have not provided a “particularized, good-faith showing” as to 
why he or she needs access to the information.  Contrary to their argument, there is no requirement under 
the Modified Joint Protective Orders that qualified Reviewing Parties provide a “particularized, good-
faith showing” as to why they need access to the information.  It is sufficient that they are participating in 
good-faith in the proceeding.18  We take the Content Companies’ pleadings as indicating that they have no 
objection to any of these particular individuals; instead, their argument is that information in which they 
have a confidentiality interest should not be available under the Modified Joint Protective Orders in these 
proceedings at all.    

9. The objection procedure contained in the Modified Joint Protective Orders does not, 
however, serve as a method to collaterally attack the propriety of those orders.  Rather, its purpose is to 
allow entities whose confidential information may be disclosed to object to specific individuals on the 
ground that those persons are not eligible to review the information.  This would most typically be on the
ground that a potential Reviewing Party is, indeed, engaged in competitive decision-making, at least with 
regard to the entity making the objection.  If a party wishes to object to the issuance of a protective order, 
on the grounds that the information should not be released at all, the proper procedure is to file an 
Application for Review, which, indeed, the Content Companies have done.  Today, the Bureau issued an 
Order on Reconsideration re-affirming and explaining more fully its decision to adopt the Modified Joint 
Protective Orders to allow for a very limited release of Confidential and Highly Confidential Information 
in these proceedings, subject to stringent protections.  Thus we find that, for the 235 individuals against 
whom no specific objections have been raised, the Content Companies have failed to provide any basis 
whatsoever on which their objections could be granted. Accordingly, we deny the Content Companies’ 
objections under paragraph 8 of the Modified Joint Protective Orders as to those 235 individuals, listed in 
the Appendix to this Order.

10. The Content Companies also raise objections in their pleadings to 10 other individuals on the 
ground that they are not “Outside Counsel” or “Outside Consultants” and thus are not entitled to have 
access to Highly Confidential Information under the Modified Joint Protective Orders, because they are 
employed directly by the participating party (that is, they are “inside” or “in-house” counsel and 
consultants, not “outside”).  These include employees of The Greenlining Institute, Free Press, the 
California Public Utility Commission, and the Maine Office of Public Advocate.19  The Content 
Companies raise no other objections to these individuals.  

11. The Modified Joint Protective Orders define “Outside Counsel” to include “any attorney 
representing a non-commercial Participant in this proceeding, provided that such attorney is not involved 

                                                     
17 See note 8 supra.
18 The Modified Joint Protective Orders include a number of important protections for Highly Confidential 
Information, including Video Programming Confidential Information.  Such protections include but are not limited 
to: restricting any person who has access to confidential information to use that information only for participating in 
the particular Commission proceeding. and that each individual must sign the Acknowledgment agreeing that he or 
she is “bound by the Modified Joint Protective Order and that [he or she] shall not disclose or use [the information] 
except as allowed by the Modified Joint Protective Order.”  Modified Joint Protective Order ¶ 12, Acknowledgment.  
19 The Content Companies also object on this ground to other individuals whose circumstances differ.  We will 
address those objections in a separate order.
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in Competitive Decision-Making.”20  Similarly, “[t]he term ‘Outside Consultant’ includes any consultant 
or expert employed by a non-commercial Participant in this proceeding, provided that such consultant or 
expert is not involved in Competitive Decision-Making.”21  Thus, the employees of non-commercial 
participants who are counsel or consultants or experts fall within the definition of “Outside Counsel” or 
“Outside Consultants” under the Modified Joint Protective Orders.22 Therefore, individuals in this 
category are entitled to review Highly Confidential Information, including VPCI, if they do not engage in 
Competitive Decision-Making and if they have properly executed an Acknowledgment.  Accordingly, we 
reject the Content Companies’ objections as to the 10 individuals listed in the Appendix to whom the 
Content Companies objected solely on the ground that they were not Outside Counsel or Outside Experts.  

IV. ORDERING CLAUSES

12. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED, that in accordance with the paragraph 8 of the Modified 
Joint Protective Orders, as amended, and the authority contained in sections 4(i), 214 and 310(d) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i), 214 and 310(d), Section 4 of the 
Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(4), 47 C.F.R. § 1.102(b)(1), and authority delegated under 
section 0.283 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. § 0.283, the individuals listed in the Appendix shall 
have access to Confidential and Highly Confidential Information, including VPCI, five business days 
from the date this Order is adopted.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

William T. Lake
Chief, Media Bureau

                                                     
20 Modified Joint Protective Orders ¶ 2 (emphasis added).
21 Id.
22 See Response to Objections to Request for Access to Highly Confidential Information and Video Programming 
Confidential Information, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90, filed by Free Press (Nov. 3, 2014) at 4 (“Because they 
have not provided any support for the conclusion that Free Press’ attorneys and experts do not qualify as Outside 
Counsel or Outside Consultants, it is impossible to pinpoint exactly which term or terms in the Modified Joint 
Protective Order the Content Companies misunderstood.  What part of relevant text possible could have proved 
difficult for the companies to decipher?”).
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APPENDIX

Gary Biglaiser, Outside Consultant to American Cable Association23

Donna L. Brown, Outside Consultant to American Cable Association
Brooks Harlow, Outside Counsel to American Cable Association
David Lafuria, Outside Counsel to American Cable Association
Leila Rezanavaz, Outside Consultant to American Cable Association
Elisheva Simon, Outside Consultant to American Cable Association
Alexandra Liopiros, Employee of Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
Alexander L. Stout, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
Christopher J. Fawal, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
Kory S. Wilmot, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
Elizabeth R. Park, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
James Barker, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
Matthew A. Brill, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
David Fendig, Employee of Outside Counsel for RCN Telecom
M. Renee Britt, Employee of Outside Counsel for RCN Telecom
Eric J. Branfman, Outside Counsel for RCN Telecom
William S. Comanor, Outside Consultant for Writers Guild of America, West
Michael A. Forsley, Outside Counsel for Writers Guild of America, West
Dennis Weller, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Constantine Dovrolis, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Michael Baurback, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Fangzheng Qian, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Zijun Pang, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Zhichun Ying, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Jenny Wu, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Affonso Reis, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Natasha Bhatia, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Peter Akkies, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Brianna Cardiff Hicks, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Ilya Gaidaron, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Stephanie Lee, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Marshall Yan, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Michael D. Topper, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Gregory L. Rossten, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Ben Wagner, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Daniel Cherette, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Ibtinal Hyder, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Philip Wolf, Outside Consultant for Comcast
David A. Weizkopf, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Bryan Keating, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Mark Israel, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Michael Easterly, Outside Consultant for Comcast
Russell P. Hanser, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Emilie M. de Lozier, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Rosemary C. Harold, Outside Counsel for Comcast
                                                     
23 Names and titles and the ordering is as listed in the Objections filed by the Content Companies.
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Bryan N. Tramont, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Brian Murray, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Adam D. Krinsky, Outside Counsel for Comcast
J. Wade Lindsay, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Natalie Roisman, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Kevin T. Ryan, Outside Counsel for Comcast

Jonathan V. Cohen, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Lindaey T. Knapp, Outside Counsel for Comcast
David B. Toscano, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Arthur J. Burke, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Gabriel Jaime, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Esther Kim, Employee of Outside Counsel for Comcast
Christopher Seck, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Jon Liebowitz, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Andrew DeLaney, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Sagar D. Thakur, Employee of Outside Counsel for Comcast
Christopher Lynch, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Edith Beerdsen, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Charles Shioleno, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Jane McCooey, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Nathaniel Hopkin, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Noreen Minette Dillen, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Shahira Ali, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Maria Sicuranza, Outside Counsel for Comcast
D. Tina Wang, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Ann Staron, Employee of Outside Counsel for Comcast
Kyle Mathews, Employee of Outside Counsel for Comcast
Hayley Tozeski, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Kristen Fraser, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Mary Claire York, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Eileen EHutchinson, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Daniel R Bumpus, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Joshua Parker, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Matthew R. Jones, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Melanie A. Medina, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Michael D. Hurwitz, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Mia Guizzetti Hayes, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Michael G. Jones, Outside Counsel for Comcast
David P. Murray, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Johnathan A. Friedman, Outside Counsel for Comcast
James L. Casserly, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Francis M. Buono, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Jeff Blattner, Employee of Outside Counsel for Netflix
David S. Evans, Outside Consultant for Netflix
Nicholas Giancarlo, Outside Consultant for Netflix
Madelieine Chen, Outside Consultant for Netflix
Howard Chang, Outside Consultant for Netflix
Steven Joyce, Outside Consultant for Netflix
Susan A. Creighton, Outside Counsel for Netflix
Courtney Armour, Outside Counsel for Netflix
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Daniel Ferrel McInnis, Outside Counsel for Entravision
Barry A. Friedman, Outside Counsel for Entravision
John Kwoks, Outside Consultant for Entravision
E. Jane Murdoch, Outside Consultants for Discovery Communications, Inc.
Michael A. Salinger, Outside Consultants for Discovery Communications, Inc.
Joshua Bobeck, Outside Counsel for RCN Telecom
Robert M. Cooper, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
James P. Denvir, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Richard A. Feinstein, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Hershel A. Wancjer, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Nicholas Widnell, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Joshua Riley, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Martha L. Goodman, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Joseph Farrell, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Keith Waehrer, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Donald Stockdale, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Kathleen Nelis, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Brad McKeen, Outside Counsel for Cogent Communications Group
Derek Ludwin, Outside Counsel for Discovery Communications
Jon Riddle, Outside Consultant for Writers Guild of America, West
Tom Davidson, Outside Counsel for Monumental Sports and Entertainment
Lyndsey Grunewald, Outside Counsel for Monumental Sports and Entertainment
Andrew Jay Schwartzman, Outside Counsel for Zoom Telephonics, Inc.
Aidan Synnott, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
Maria H. Keane, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
Mark R. Laramie, Outside Counsel for Time Warner Cable
Jerry A. Hausman, Outside Consultant for Time Warner Cable
Carrie Apfel, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Mary Ellen Callahan, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Charles L. Capito, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Micah J. Cogen, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Caroline M. DeCell, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
David M. Didion, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Samuel L. Feder, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
John L. Flynn, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Mary E. Gulden, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Esteban M. Morin, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Luke C. Platzer, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Elliot Sheppard Tarloff, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Ilene Knable Gotts, Outside Counsel for Charter Communications
Jeffrey A. Eisenach, Outside Consultant for Charter Communications
Greg Kreischer, Outside Consultant for Charter Communications
Janusz Mrozek, Outside Consultant for Charter Communications
Carey Ransone, Outside Consultant for Charter Communications
Victoria Jeffries, Outside Counsel for Netflix
Robert Loube, Outside Consultant for Maine Office of Public Advocate
Andrew W. Guhr, Outside Counsel for DISH Network
Andrew Crain, Outside Counsel for CenturyLink
Joshua Bobeck, Outside Counsel for RCN Telecom
Jessica Feinberg Greffenius, Outside Counsel for Comcast
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Brenna Sparks, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Michael DeCesant, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Daniel Schmierer, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Andrew Hanebutt, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Dennis Carlton, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Nauman Ilias, Outside Counsel for Comcast
Mary C. Albert, In-house attorney at COMPTEL
Kimberly Lippi, In-house attorney at California Public Utilities Commission
Niki Bawa, In-house attorney at California Public Utilities Commission
Simon Litkouhi, In-house consultant at California Public Utilities Commission
Sefanie Alonso-Frank, Outside Counsel to AT&T
William E. Cook, Outside Counsel to AT&T
Brett Farley, Outside Counsel to AT&T
Scott Feira, Outside Counsel to AT&T
Matthew Gessesse, Outside Counsel to AT&T
Patrick J. Grant, Outside Counsel to AT&T
Heather A. Hosmer, Employee to Outside Counsel to AT&T
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Applications of 

Comcast Corp. and 
Time Warner Cable Inc.

For Consent To Assign or Transfer Control of
Licenses and Authorizations

and

AT&T, Inc. and 
DIRECTV

For Consent To Assign or Transfer Control of
Licenses and Authorizations

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

MB Docket No. 14-57

MB Docket No. 14-90

ORDER ON RECONSIDERATION

Adopted:  November 4, 2014 Released: November 4, 2014

By the Chief, Media Bureau:

I. INTRODUCTION

1. In this Order on Reconsideration, the Media Bureau reconsiders on its own motion its recent
Order1 adopting Modified Joint Protective Orders2 in the above-captioned proceedings. We further 
explain why those orders properly balance, on the one hand, the need for Commission staff and other 
interested parties to access certain Highly Confidential Information (referred to as “Video Programming 
Confidential Information” or “VPCI”),3 and, on the other hand, the legitimate interests of programmers
                                                     
1 See Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of 
Licenses and Authorizations, MB Docket No. 14-57; Applications of AT&T, Inc. and DIRECTV for Consent to 
Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses and Authorizations, MB Docket No. 14-90, Order, DA 14-1463 (MB, rel. 
Oct. 7, 2014) (“VPCI Order”).
2 See Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of 
Licenses and Authorizations, Joint Protective Order, MB Docket No. 14-57, DA 14-1464 (MB, rel. Oct. 7, 2014) 
(“Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order”);  Applications of AT&T, Inc. and DIRECTV for Consent to 
Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses and Authorizations, Joint Protective Order, MB Docket No. 14-90, DA 14-
1465 (MB, rel. Oct. 7, 2014) (“AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order”) (together, the “Modified Joint 
Protective Orders”).
3 Under the Modified Joint Protective Orders, VPCI is defined as “information that is Highly Confidential 
Information, and is an agreement, or any part thereof, for distribution of any video programming (including 
broadcast programming) carried by an Applicant’s (i) MVPD service and/or (ii) OVD service; a detailed description 
(continued….)
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and broadcasters in preventing the dissemination and misuse of their VPCI.  We also clarify one aspect of 
the Modified Joint Protective Orders and make a minor modification to the orders (see Appendices A and 
B).4

2. As described below, due to the unique circumstances in these proceedings, the VPCI Order 
highlighted the strict restrictions prohibiting access to Highly Confidential Information that allow only 
outside representatives that are not involved in “Competitive Decision-Making” (as described below) to 
obtain access.  The order also imposed additional procedures to protect Highly Confidential Information.  
Specifically, the Order (1) provided third parties with a procedure to object to particular individuals 
executing Acknowledgements of Confidentiality under the Modified Joint Protective Orders, (2) required
that all individuals, whether or not they previously executed Acknowledgements pursuant to the Joint 
Protective Orders, file additional Acknowledgements of Confidentiality under the Modified Joint 
Protective Orders to reflect that signatories understood the implications of, and restrictions associated, 
with filing an Acknowledgement of Confidentiality, (3) imposed additional and even more stringent 
restrictions on the means of access to VPCI by prohibiting printing, copying, or transmittal of such 
information and allowing access only at the offices of an Applicant’s representative or via a secure remote 
platform set up for this purpose, and (4) highlighted that Highly Confidential Information can be used 
only for purposes of the proceeding and that it must be destroyed at the conclusion of the proceeding, 
including a requirement that certifications of such destruction must be provided subject to criminal 
penalties.

II. BACKGROUND

3. On April 4, 2014 and June 11, 2014, the Media Bureau adopted and released the Joint 
Protective Orders.5  The Joint Protective Orders “adopt procedures to … more strictly limit access to 
certain particularly competitively sensitive information, which, if released to competitors or those with 
whom the Submitting Party does business, would allow those persons to gain a significant competitive 
advantage or an advantage in negotiations.”6  On August 21, 2014 and September 9, 2014, we issued the 
Information Requests in these proceedings that seek, among other things, certain types of contracts
(including programming and retransmission consent agreements) and related documents whose key terms 
have historically been treated as especially sensitive from a competitive standpoint and involve Highly 
Confidential Information.7  Because certain programmers and broadcasters expressed concern that the 

(Continued from previous page)                                                            
of one or more provisions of such an agreement, including, but not limited to, price terms; and information relating 
to the negotiation of such an agreement.”  Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 2; AT&T-DIRECTV 
Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 2.
4 See infra ¶¶ 35-36.  Persons who previously signed an Acknowledgment of Confidentiality under the Modified 
Joint Protective Orders are not required to sign a new one because of this Order on Reconsideration.
5 See Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of 
Licenses and Authorizations, Joint Protective Order, 29 FCC Rcd 3688 (2014) (“Comcast-TWC Joint Protective 
Order”); Applications of AT&T, Inc. and DIRECTV for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses and 
Authorizations, Joint Protective Order, 29 FCC Rcd 6047 (2014) (“AT&T-DIRECTV Joint Protective Order”) 
(together, the “Joint Protective Orders”).
6 Comcast-TWC Joint Protective Order, 29 FCC Rcd at 3688, ¶ 1; AT&T- DIRECTV Joint Protective Order, 29 
FCC Rcd at 6047, ¶ 1.  A “Submitting Party” is a person or entity who submits a Confidential or Highly 
Confidential document.  Comcast-TWC Joint Protective Order, 29 FCC Rcd at 3690, ¶ 2; AT&T-DIRECTV Joint 
Protective Order at 6049, ¶ 2. 
7 See Information and Data Request to Comcast Corporation, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Aug. 21, 2014); Information 
and Data Request to Time Warner Cable Inc., MB Docket No. 14-57 (Aug. 21, 2014); Information and Data Request 
to Charter Communications, Inc., MB Docket No. 14-57 (Aug. 21, 2014); AT&T Information and Discovery 
(continued….)
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April and June 2014 Joint Protective Orders did not provide adequate protection for these documents,8 on 
September 23, 2014, we issued a Public Notice seeking comment on those concerns and the Joint 
Protective Orders.9  

4. On October 7, 2014, the Media Bureau issued the VPCI Order adopting Modified Joint 
Protective Orders.  The Modified Joint Protective Orders replaced the previously adopted Joint Protective 
Orders.10  The VPCI Order, among other things, reiterated and emphasized the stringent protections 
afforded to Confidential and Highly Confidential Information under the Joint Protective Orders, including 
sanctions for violations.11 The VPCI Order also highlighted and clarified the limited universe of 
individuals that are permitted to access Highly Confidential Information produced in these proceedings.12  
Further, the order established certain additional procedures limiting the manner in which VPCI can be 
viewed in the pending merger proceedings to further decrease the likelihood that VPCI will be improperly 
used or disclosed.13  Specifically, the order required the various Applicants to make VPCI available only 
at their offices or through a remote access document review platform that would not permit the printing, 
copying, or transmittal of that information.14  The order further requires that all Highly Confidential 
Information be returned or destroyed within two weeks of the conclusion of the proceeding, and that 
parties promptly certify that all such materials have been returned or destroyed.  The order also mandated 
that all qualified individuals that intend to review Highly Confidential Information in these proceedings 
execute and file an Acknowledgment of Confidentiality under the Modified Joint Protective Orders, 
regardless of whether they had executed and filed an Acknowledgment of Confidentiality under the Joint 
Protective Orders, prior to gaining access to Highly Confidential Information.15  In addition, the Modified 
Joint Protective Orders, together with the VPCI Order, provided an opportunity for third parties to object 
to individuals filing Acknowledgments.16

(Continued from previous page)                                                            
Requests, MB Docket No. 14-90 (Sept. 9, 2014); DIRECTV Information and Discovery Requests, MB Docket No. 
14-90 (Sept. 9, 2014) (collectively, the “Information Requests”).
8 See Letter from Mace Rosenstein, Covington & Burling LLP, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, MB Docket 
Nos. 14-57, 14-90 (Sept. 23, 2014); Letter from Rebecca S. Bryan, Vice President/General Counsel, Raycom Media, 
to William T. Lake, Chief, Media Bureau, FCC, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90 (Sept. 17, 2014); Letter from Joshua 
N. Pila, LIN Television Corp., et al., to William T. Lake, Chief, Media Bureau, FCC, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Sept. 
11, 2014). 
9 See Media Bureau Seeks Comment on Issues Raised by Certain Programmers and Broadcasters Regarding the 
Production of Certain Documents in Comcast-Time Warner Cable-Charter and AT&T-DIRECTV Transaction 
Proceedings, Public Notice, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90, DA 14-1383 (MB, rel. Sept. 23, 2014) (“Sept. 23 Public 
Notice”).
10 The Modified Joint Protective Orders, as adopted by the VPCI Order, are “designed to provide interested parties 
with access to confidential information submitted in these proceedings and to address concerns certain parties raised 
concerning the adequacy of the protections provided in the protective orders previously adopted.”  VPCI Order at ¶ 
1.
11 Id. at ¶¶ 4-10.
12 Id. at ¶ 5.
13 Id. at ¶ 11.
14 Id.
15 Id. at ¶ 10.
16 See Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶¶ 8, 10; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective 
Order at ¶¶ 8, 10; VPCI Order at ¶¶ 10-12.  This objection procedure is not limited to VPCI.  It permits all third 
parties, not just programmers, to object to certain individuals’ executions of Acknowledgments.  
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5. Pursuant to the Modified Joint Protective Orders, certain individuals executed and filed 
Acknowledgments with the Commission.17  Beginning October 15, 2014, a number of third parties (the 
“Content Companies”) 18 filed objections against every individual who sought to review Highly 
Confidential Information, including VPCI, under the Modified Joint Protective Orders.  In addition, on 
October 14, 2014, the Content Companies filed a petition for stay and Application for Review of the 
VPCI Order and Modified Joint Protective Orders.19  Therein, the Content Companies allege that the 
orders require mass publication of their Highly Confidential Information to the public and are thus 
contrary to prior Commission practices and violate applicable law.20  The Content Companies further 
request additional modifications of the protective orders that would require the Commission to review all 
VPCI provisionally, either in camera or at the Department of Justice, on a confidential basis that does not 
permit disclosure of the documents to any commenters.21  They request that the Commission place only 
the materials it deems relevant in the record for commenter review after such materials have been 
redacted and anonymized.22  They also advocate other additional procedural protections within the 
production process.23

6. Comcast, Time Warner Cable, and Charter responded to the Content Companies’ petitions on 
October 20, 2014.24  These Applicants assert that the approach to protecting Highly Confidential 
Information and VPCI reflected in the Bureau’s order “strikes a reasonable balance among the various 
interests at stake in this proceeding . . . protect[ing] highly confidential business information, while also 
permitting very limited access to parties’ counsel and consultants that make the requisite certifications 
and comply with stringent restrictions on the use of such information.”25 They assert that the adequacy of 
the Modified Joint Protective Orders is evidenced by the fact that their own most Highly Confidential 
Information has been produced to the Commission subject to such orders without incident.26  They note 
that the most Highly Confidential Information of a number of third parties to the transaction, including
Netflix, Inc., DISH Network Corporation (DISH), and Cogent Communications, is also contained in the 
record subject to the protections of the Modified Joint Protective Orders.27  The Applicants characterize
                                                     
17 See http://www.fcc.gov/transaction/List-of-Ack-ComcastTWC.xlsx; www.fcc.gov/transaction/List-of-Ack-
Att.xlsx.
18 The Content Companies include: CBS Corp., Scripps Networks Interactive, Inc., The Walt Disney Company, 
Time Warner Inc., Twenty First Century Fox, Inc., Univision Communications Inc., Viacom Inc., Discovery 
Communications LLC, and TV One, LLC.  Discovery Communications LLC and TV One, LLC also filed separate 
objections to many of the individuals objected to by the other Content Companies in their later filings.
19 See CBS Corp. et al. Emergency Request for Stay of Media Bureau Order and Associated Modified Proetctive 
Orders, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90 (Oct. 14, 2014) (“Content Companies’ Request for Stay”); CBS Corp. et al. 
Application for Review, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90 (Oct. 14, 2014) (“Content Companies’ Application for 
Review”).
20 Content Companies’ Application for Review at 15-25.
21 Id. at 18.
22 Id.
23 Id. at 12-14.
24 Letter from Kathryn A. Zachem, Senior Vice President, Regulatory and State Legislative Affairs, Comcast Corp. 
et al., to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 20, 2014) (“Comcast/TWC/Charter Oct. 
20, 2014 Letter”). 
25 Id. at 3.
26 Id.
27 Id.
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the protections afforded Highly Confidential Information in these proceedings as “unprecedented” in 
Commission proceedings.28  The Applicants urge that further delay in the review of the pending 
transactions as a result of the Content Companies’ objections to the Modified Joint Protective Orders 
should not be permitted.29

7. AT&T and DIRECTV opposed the Content Companies’ petitions on October 27, 2014.30  
These Applicants dispute the Content Companies’ claims that the Applicants are not motivated to protect 
VPCI and state they “have spent thousands of hours (and over $1,000,000) isolating their VPCI.”31  
Further, these Applicants argue that the Modified Joint Protective Orders include “unambiguous 
protections” that provide “unique and unprecedented” protections for this information.32  They note that 
only a “few individuals” have access to VPCI “subject to strict limitations on how they use the 
material.”33  They describe a 20-year history of Commission proceedings using protective orders similar 
to the ones in place in this proceeding for the production of AT&T’s most sensitive business records and 
state that “[d]uring that entire period, AT&T is unaware of a single instance of a third party misusing 
confidential information obtained pursuant to the Commission’s protective orders.”34  They claim that the 
need to pause the merger proceedings to address the Content Companies’ “unsupported objections” 
prevents “the Applicants from delivering . . . public interest benefits and hamper[s] the Commission in 
meeting its ‘obligation to review proposed transactions as expeditiously as possible.’”35

8. DISH, in a Motion for Further Extension of Time, asserts that, through the Modified Joint 
Protective Orders, “the Commission has adopted extraordinary procedures to provide additional 
protection” for VPCI in these proceedings.36  DISH claims that, if adopted, the programmers’ position 
that interested parties’ outside counsel or experts cannot review VPCI subject to such procedures, “no 
matter how important …[the documents] are to the evaluation of the transaction,”37 would preclude 
meaningful analysis of issues central to the proceeding.38  DISH also filed an Opposition to the Content 
Companies’ petitions alleging that their claim that the “unprecedented protections” contained in the 
Modified Joint Protections Orders “are not enough is frivolous.”39  DISH describes the document 
production and protective order practices in these proceedings as “standard practice for regulatory 

                                                     
28 Id. at 4.
29 Id. at 5.
30 Letter from Maureen R. Jeffreys, Arnold & Porter LLP, Counsel for AT&T, and William M. Wiltshire, Harris, 
Wiltshire & Grannis LLP, Counsel for DIRECTV, Inc., to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC. MB Docket No. 14-
90 (Oct. 27, 2014) (“AT&T-DIRECTV Oct. 27, 2014 Letter”).
31 Id. at 2.
32 Id. at 1-2.
33 Id. at 7.
34 Id. at 2.
35 Id. at 7 (internal citations omitted).
36 DISH et al. Motion for Further Extension of Time to File Replies, MB Docket No. 14-57 (Oct. 20, 214) (“DISH et 
al. Motion”) at 4.
37 Id.
38 Id. at 5-6.
39 DISH Opposition to Application for Review and Emergency Request for Stay, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90 
(Oct. 29, 2014) (“DISH Opposition”) at 2.
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proceedings,”40 describing prior Commission cases where similar, although less restrictive, protective 
orders were used to govern the treatment of highly sensitive commercial information.41  DISH asserts that 
the Commission could not grant the Content Companies’ demand that documents be reviewed in camera 
or at the Department of Justice because “[r]eview by DISH and other parties to this proceeding is a 
critical part of the FCC’s merger review.”42

9. In light of the arguments contained in the record with respect to the Bureau’s prior orders, we 
take this opportunity to explain more fully certain elements of our prior actions.  The Content Companies’
petitions remain pending before the Commission.  

III. DISCUSSION

10. As described below, it is absolutely clear that VPCI is highly relevant and indeed central to a 
meaningful assessment of the issues pending before the Commission in these merger proceedings.  
Moreover, in contrast to the Content Companies’ claims, the Modified Joint Protective Orders are fully 
consistent with Commission precedent and the applicable statute, and in fact impose new and greater 
protections.  Despite the implications of the Content Companies’ allegations, the existing orders ensure 
that only an limited universe of qualified individuals that are not involved in Competitive Decision-
Making will be able to review VPCI and Highly Confidential Information in these proceedings, and the 
established procedures protect against the risk of competitive harm to the Content Companies.  Even 
when an individual is permitted to review VPCI, the individual does so subject to the Modified Joint 
Protective Orders’ strict limitations on the use of such information and exacting limitations on the means 
of access thereto.  Thus, additional procedures that the Content Companies seek with respect to VPCI are 
unnecessary in light of the provisions already in place and unworkable given the Commission’s mandate
to address transactions transparently and expeditiously.  The Bureau clarifies one element of the Modified 
Joint Protective Orders and modifies another to eliminate possible ambiguity.

11. VPCI is Highly Relevant to These Merger Proceedings.  A critical issue in each of the 
transactions under review is how the proposed transaction will alter the incentives and abilities of the 
resultant companies as they bargain with video programming companies.  Allegations of both potential 
harms and potential benefits rely on anticipated changes in these abilities and/or incentives.  The 
requested documents demonstrate what three distribution companies in one case and two in the other, 
with very different characteristics (e.g., size, geographical location, vertical integration, possession of 
“must have” programming) have sought and/or been able to achieve in past negotiations with various 
video programmers which themselves differ in size, breadth and attractiveness of programming.  These 
documents thus provide what is likely the best evidence available to test the validity of allegations as to 
how incentives and abilities (and thus potential harms and benefits) vary with size, integration, and other 
characteristics that the transactions would alter.43

                                                     
40 Id. at 6.
41 Id. at 3-7.
42 Id. at 8. See also, Response to Objections to Request for Access to Highly Confidential Information and Video 
Programming Confidential Information, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90, p. 4, filed by Free Press (Nov. 3, 2014) 
(Free Press states the “Content Companies are resorting to dilatory tactics” and that it “will not allow any such 
tactics to hinder its full participation in these proceedings.”)
43 See, e.g., Comcast-TWC Opposition at 152; DISH Sept. 29, 2014 Comments, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90, at 2 
(“parties…have raised concerns about programming costs,” and the “merger review process would be incomplete 
and one-sided if these parties (or their appropriate outside counsel) were denied the opportunity to review the key 
documents that would enable them to support their concerns about the Comcast/TWC merger”); American Cable 
Association Sept. 29, 2014 Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57 at 11 (“[i]nterested parties must have a right to verify 
AT&T’s claims of significant cost savings”); Letter from Tiffany West Smink, CenturyLink, to Marlene H. Dortch, 
(continued….)
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12. VPCI, includes two critically important and highly relevant elements related to the issues in 
these proceedings -- price and exclusive contracting terms. AT&T claims that one of the primary benefits 
it expects to realize from the proposed merger with DIRECTV is the reduced programming costs that are 
possible with increased scale.44  AT&T claims that the significant savings in programming costs from the 
merger will enable it to deliver more value to consumers and provide stronger competition to cable 
bundles.45  Similarly, Comcast asserts that its merger may lower the combined company’s programming 
costs.46  Commenters and petitioners argue in turn that the transactions will increase both Comcast’s and 
AT&T’s bargaining leverage with respect to programmers, as well as their ability to use contracting 
provisions to limit alternative distribution of unaffiliated programming.47  The Applicants dispute these 
allegations and argue that the transactions will not materially alter the relative bargaining positions of 
parties.48  

13. In the Comcast proceeding, Comcast’s economist opines that the merger “is unlikely to affect 
the relative bargaining position of Comcast and content companies in any material fashion.”49  On the 
other hand, Frontier contends that a merged entity will achieve cost savings at the expense of smaller 
competitors and customers.50  CenturyLink alleges that Comcast will gain unprecedented negotiating 
power in purchasing content, leading to decreased per-subscriber rates versus other MVPDs.51  American 
Cable Association (“ACA”) asserts that programmers will be required to accept lower rates to reach 
Comcast’s customers.52  NTCA alleges that Comcast will leverage dominance in the pay-TV market,
leading to “higher prices and fewer choices for consumers.”53  As DISH notes, “[i]nterested parties to this 
proceeding . . . have the right to challenge [the Applicants’] statements and need access to all the relevant 
documentation that might allow them to do so. . . .  The merger review process would be incomplete and 
one-sided if these parties (or their appropriate outside counsel) were denied the opportunity to review the 
(Continued from previous page)                                                            
Secretary, FCC, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90 (Sept. 29, 2014) at 2 (“the effect of a merger of Comcast and TWC 
on programming costs – and, in particular, the disparity in programming costs between the post-merger entity and its 
MVPD competitors – is crucial to this case”); DISH et al. Motion for Further Extension of Time to File Replies 
(Oct. 20, 214) at 5-6 (“one or more Petitioners have argued that the Applicants’ combined strength in the market 
would squeeze programmers’ margins, forcing programmers to recoup these same margins through higher prices
extracted from smaller distributors”).  Parties assert that exclusionary provisions in contracts are also cause for 
concern, as further described below.  See Cox Petition, MB Docket No. 14-90, at 7-13; DISH Petition, MB Docket 
No. 14-90, at 12, 14-16, 16-18.

44 AT&T-DIRECTV Application at 23-25, 33-37; AT&T-DIRECTV Opposition at 16-19. 
45  AT&T-DIRECTV Application at 28-29, 33-37.
46 See Comcast-TWC Application at 79, Exhibit 4, Declaration of Michael J. Angelakis, at 4.
47 See, e.g., DISH Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 85-86; TheBlaze Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 9-18; 
Public Knowledge Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 40-43; COMPTEL Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 29-30; 
AAI Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 20-21; CFA et al. Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 18-19; RCN et al. 
Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 19-24; DISH Petition, MB Docket No. 14-90, at 10-14; Cox Petition, MB Docket 
No. 14-90, at 7-17; Letter from F. William LeBeau, Holland & Knight LLP, Counsel for ReelzChannel, LLC, to 
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, MB Docket No. 14-90 (July 30, 2014) (“ReelzChannel Ex Parte Letter”) at 2.
48 See Comcast-TWC Opposition at 149-72; AT&T-DIRECTV Opposition at 49-54.
49 Comcast-TWC Opposition at 152.
50 Frontier Communications Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 7-8.
51 CenturyLink Aug. 25, 2014 Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 13.
52 ACA Aug. 25, 2014 Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 24-25.
53 NTCA Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 7.
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key documents that would enable them to support their serious concerns.”54

14. Commenters also express concern that an increase in bargaining power would enable the 
Applicants to demand exclusionary provisions and other preferential terms from programmers.  For 
instance in the Comcast proceeding DISH argues that “potential price shifting is likely to be compounded 
by what would be a post-merger strengthening of Comcast’s already powerful ability to negotiate Most 
Favored Nation (“MFN”) protections in its programming agreements.”55  Commenters allege that 
Comcast is already using contract provisions to limit alternative distribution of unaffiliated programming 
and that a combined company will have an even greater ability to do so.56  And a programmer with both 
over-the-top and linear channel offerings asserts that “MFNs amplify the monopsony power of the 
applicants by forcing independent programmers to negotiate with a de facto MVPD buying cartel”.57

Similarly, in the AT&T-DIRECTV proceeding, commenters allege that DIRECTV uses restrictive 
contract provisions (e.g., MFNs) to the detriment of small, independent programming networks.58  In 
addition, DISH alleges that a combined AT&T-DIRECTV could use contract provisions in programming 
agreements to limit alternative distribution of programming by unaffiliated programmers.59

15. Importantly, the programmers themselves, in objecting to third-party access to VPCI under 
the protective orders, can be viewed as conceding the potential relevance of that information to the 
pending proceedings.  They acknowledge that the Commission must have access to VPCI for purposes of 
evaluating the pending transactions.60  The Content Companies state that, “[t]o be clear, this Application 
for Review does not seek to prevent the Commission or its staff from reviewing the Content Companies’ 
Carriage Agreements.”61  And one programmer states that “[u]nderstanding the video programming 
marketplace and the concessions made by programmers to gain carriage are essential to [the 
Commission’s work]”.62   

16. Given the highly relevant nature of the VPCI, we find that narrowing the scope of documents
made available to commenters to some limited subset of the VPCI selected by the Commission after 
initial review, as the Content Companies advocate, would curtail meaningful participation in the 
proceedings.  If such a pre-vetting process resulted in the exclusion of a large number of potentially 
relevant documents from review by commenters, it would deprive the commenters of the opportunity to 
argue that the documents have significance in ways that are not apparent to the Commission when pre-
vetting.  Such a limitation might require a particularized showing of why certain materials were excluded 

                                                     
54 DISH Sept. 29, 2014 Comments, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90, at 2.
55 DISH Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 85-86.
56 See, e.g., Public Knowledge Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 41-42; DISH Petition, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 
85-86; TheBlaze Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 9-18.
57 TheBlaze Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 17.
58 ReelzChannel Ex Parte  Letter at 2 (July 30, 2014); DISH Petition, MB Docket No. 14-90, at 12.  
59 DISH Petition, MB Docket No. 14-90, at 14-16.  The Applicants produced documents to the Commission, 
including Highly Confidential and VPCI information.  Staff has initiated analysis of the material.  Although the 
volume of material will require substantial time for comprehensive review, preliminary review of the documents 
confirms the expectation that the documents do reflect use and consideration of a variety of programming 
acquisition practices that are relevant to an analysis of issues raised in these proceedings.
60 Content Companies’ Application for Review at 18 (following a “provisional review,” the Media Bureau should 
“place only relevant, redacted, and anonymized information in the record”). 
61 Id. at 2. 
62 BBC America Sept. 26, 2014 Comments, MB Docket Nos. 14-47, 14-90, at 2.
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from the record, a showing that necessarily could not be meaningfully examined or challenged by 
objecting parties without access to the full universe of documents that comprise VPCI.  On the other 
hand, if the pre-vetting process did not significantly limit the universe of documents reviewable by 
commenters, it would have entailed delay and diversion of resources to no productive end.  

17. We conclude that, because VPCI is central to some of the most significant and contested 
issues pending in these transactions, it must be part of the record available to commenters, subject to the 
multiple protections in the Modified Protective Orders that minimize any risk of competitive harm as a 
result of the production.63  To decide otherwise would subject the Commission’s ultimate decision to 
approve the applications or designate them for hearing to judicial challenge as arbitrary and capricious in 
denying interested parties the ability to analyze whether additional documents undercut evidence on 
which the Commission relied, in violation of the Communications Act and the Administrative Procedure 
Act.64  Accordingly, under applicable regulations and our statutory mandate we will afford qualifying 
individuals access to the materials that are relevant to an analysis of the issues in these proceedings.

18. Actions Consistent with Precedent.  In order to fulfill its statutory obligations under the 
Communications Act65 and the Administrative Procedure Act,66 the Commission is often obligated to 
require the production of the most highly sensitive business materials, sometimes from third parties.  The 
Commission has broad authority to require the production of documents and information necessary to 
inform its decisions in proceedings subject to its jurisdiction.67  The Commission delegates authority over 
certain functions to the Media Bureau, including explicit authority to process applications and to compel 
production of information relevant to consideration of such matters.68  Because the Commission is both 
obligated and committed to conducting its work with as much transparency as the circumstances allow, in 
order to permit meaningful and effective public engagement on relevant issues, the Commission often 
uses protective orders to shield such material from disclosure in a manner that could result in competitive 
harm.  AT&T properly acknowledges that in exercising these powers “[i]t is customary practice of the 
Commission to issue protective orders to facilitate the filing of highly confidential information.”69  As we 
                                                     
63 Not satisfied by the mechanism established by the Modified Joint Protective Orders to control review of VPCI and 
the prohibition on copying, printing, and transmitting VPCI, the Content Companies assert that the Protective Orders 
should be modified even further to prohibit reviewing parties from taking notes on the materials they view.  Content 
Companies’ Application for Review at 14.  That contention, if accepted, could even appear to prohibit any reference 
to VPCI in the reviewing parties’ pleadings, lest the reference to the VPCI be seen as a notation.  In order for 
reviewing parties to participate meaningfully in the merger review, we believe it is necessary that they be able to 
take notes when reviewing materials, an essential step in the preparation and submission of comments or petitions in 
these proceedings. We decline to impose the requested restriction.  We note that the Modified Joint Protective 
Orders prevent reviewing parties from using or disclosing any Confidential or Highly Confidential Information 
(which includes VPCI) for any purpose other than participation in these proceedings, in perpetuity, regardless of 
whether or not the reviewing party made notes when viewing the material and require certification that any notes 
containing such information have been destroyed shortly after the end of the proceeding.
64 We similarly reject the Content Companies’ contention that qualified individuals should be required to 
demonstrate a particularized showing of need for access to VPCI does.  This is not a private dispute in which only 
specific individuals have an interest to protect.  The Commission’s procedures are premised on informed 
participation by the public, while precluding access to certain Highly Confidential Information by persons whose 
employment or activities make such access inappropriate.
65 Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 151 et seq.
66 Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 551 et seq.
67 See 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i) & (j), 214, 310(d); 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(4). 
68 47 C.F.R. §§ 0.283; 0.61(h), (j).
69 AT&T-DIRECTV Oct. 27, 2014 Letter at 2; see also DISH Opposition at 3-7.
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noted in the VPCI Order, document productions in Commission proceedings involving highly sensitive 
business material, including the types of documents and information at issue in these proceedings, under 
protective orders substantially similar to the Modified Joint Protective Orders, are not unique to the 
pending merger transactions.70  

19. The Commission first adopted a protective order similar to the ones at issue here in the as 
early as 1998 in the MCI/Worldcom proceeding.71  In that case, the Commission sought to protect 
information concerning “highly sensitive, vital competitive information, including customer names, usage 
patterns, locations and traffic volumes.”72  Since that time, the Commission has adopted similar 
procedures in many proceedings which have involved highly competitively sensitive information.73  For 
instance, in reviewing Comcast and Time Warner’s purchase of Adelphia’s cable systems, the 
Commission requested competitively sensitive information, including programming agreements, from the 
cable company applicants.74  The Commission made those documents available for review by interested 
parties subject to the protections of a protective order.75  The Modified Joint Protective Orders adopted
here offer protections additional to those in Adelphia, including re-acknowledgment requirements, 
objection procedures, and access and copying restrictions. Similarly, in considering Liberty Media’s 
application to acquire an interest in DIRECTV from News Corporation, the Commission required the 
production of affiliation agreements, retransmission consent agreements and related documents, all 
subject to the protections of an order similar to the original Joint Protective Orders in these proceedings.76  
In other examples, in both the Cingular/AT&T Wireless and AT&T/T-Mobile merger proceedings, the 
Commission adopted similar although less restrictive protective orders governing treatment of some of 
the most highly sensitive business information produced by third parties -- detailed subscriber, pricing, 
and revenue data (including billing records).77  

                                                     
70 See VPCI Order at ¶ 14 n. 32.
71 Applications of WorldCom, Inc. and MCI Communications Corporation for Transfer of Control of MCI 
Communications Corporation to WorldCom, Inc., CC Docket No. 97-211, Order Adopting Protective Order, 13 
FCC Rcd 11166 (1998) (“WorldCom-MCI Protective Order”).
72 WorldCom-MCI Protective Order, 13 FCC Rcd 11166, 11168.
73 ACA stated in comments that the procedures established in this proceeding even prior to issuance of the Modified 
Joint Protective Orders have been used “time and time again in similar proceedings [and] are sufficient.”  ACA Sept. 
29, 2014 Comments, MB Docket Nos. 14-57, 14-90, at 5.
74 Links to copies of the Information and Document Request and the cover letters to Comcast, Time Warner, and 
Adelphia can be found at:   http://transition.fcc.gov/transaction/tw-comcast_adelphia.html.
75 See, e.g., Applications for Consent to the Assignment and/or Transfer of Control of Licenses Adelphia 
Communications Corporation (and Subsidiaries, Debtors-In-Possession), Assignors, to Time Warner Cable Inc. 
(Subsidiaries), Assignees, Adelphia Communications Corporation, (and Subsidiaries, Debtors-In-Possession), 
Assignors and Transferors, to Comcast Corporation (Subsidiaries), Assignees and Transferees, Second Protective 
Order, 20 FCC Rcd 20073 (2005) (“Adelphia Second Protective Order”) (establishing procedures for review of 
competitively sensitive information, including programming agreements, by interested parties).  
76 See News Corp. and the DIRECTV Group, Inc., Transferors, and Liberty Media Corp. Transferee; For Authority 
to Transfer Control, MB Docket No. 07-18, Information and Document Request for News Corporation at 4-5 (rel. 
June 15, 2007); General Motors Corp. and Hughes Electronics Corp., Transferors, and The News Corp. Limited, 
Transferee, for Authority to Transfer Control, MB Docket No. 03-124, Initial Information and Document Request at 
3 (rel. Jul. 8, 2003).
77 See Applications of AT&T Inc. and Deutsche Telekom AG for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses 
and Authorizations, Second Protective Order (Revised), 26 FCC Rcd 8801 (2011); Applications for the Transfer of 
(continued….)
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20. Indeed, the Commission has successfully used similar protective orders in all manner of 
proceedings in which it has obtained commercial information of the most sensitive nature for review by 
the Commission and by interested parties.78  Currently, the Commission has no fewer than 10 active 
proceedings involving the production of Highly Confidential Information that is necessary and relevant to 
the evaluation of various issues and various industries and is produced subject to protective orders similar 
to or less restrictive than the Modified Joint Protective Orders.79  The additional copying and distribution 
restrictions placed on VPCI in the pending transactions do not suggest that VPCI is qualitatively different 
from a competitive standpoint than other Highly Confidential Information.  Those restrictions were 
imposed because of the volume and breadth of information necessary for production in these proceedings.  
As Commission officials have properly noted in describing the importance of the Modified Protective 
Orders in these proceedings, “[a]ccess to the Applicants’ contracts could allow someone to obtain a 
detailed, industry-wide overview of the current and future programming market. Indeed, because the 
AT&T and Comcast transactions are pending simultaneously, the ability to capture an understanding of 
the programming marketplace is greater, and potentially more troublesome, than if only one were before 
us.”80  Similar restrictions have been imposed by the Commission previously when a significant amount 
of industry data was required for the Commission to accomplish its statutory mission.81

21. Furthermore, in these proceedings, the Applicants have already produced documents 
subject to the Joint Protective Orders and Modified Joint Protective Orders that include Highly 
Confidential Information, including contracts and pricing information.82  

(Continued from previous page)                                                            
Control of Licenses and Authorizations from AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. and Its Subsidiaries to Cingular Wireless 
Corporation, Order, 19 FCC Rcd 4793 (2004); See also, AT&T-DIRECTV Oct. 27, 2014 Letter at 2-3.  
78 See, e.g., Applications of Cricket License Company, LLC, et al., Leap Wireless International, Inc., and AT&T Inc. 
for Consent to Transfer Control of Authorizations, Second Protective Order, 28 FCC Rcd 11803 (2013); 
Applications of Comcast Corp., General Electric Co. and NBC Universal, Inc. for Consent to Assign Licenses and 
Transfer Control of Licensees, Second Protective Order, 25 FCC Rcd 2140 (2010). 
79 See, e.g., Special Access for Price Cap Local Exchange Carriers AT&T Corporation Petition for Rulemaking to 
Reform Regulation of Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier Rates for Interstate Special Access Services, WC Docket 
No. 05-25, Order and Data Collection Protective Order, DA 14-1424, rel. Oct. 1, 2014 (“Special Access Protective 
Order”)(requiring submission of data regarding locations with connections, prices charged to customers at the 
circuit-level, maps showing fiber routes and points of interconnection, revenues and expenditures); Iridium 
Constellation LLC Petition for Rulemaking to Promote Expanded Mobile Satellite Service in the Big LEO MSS-band 
Terrestrial use of the 2473-2495 MHz Band for Low-Power Mobile Broadband Networks; Amendments to Rules for 
the Ancillary Terrestrial Component of Mobile Satellite Service Systems, IB Docket 13-213, Joint Protective Order, 
DA 14-1500, rel. October 16, 2014; Petition of Telcordia Technologies, Inc. to Reform or Strike Amendment 70, to 
Institute Competitive Bidding for Number Portability Administration and to End the NAPM LLC’s Interim Role in 
Number Portability Administration Contract, WCB Docket No. 09-109, CC Docket No. 99-116, Revised Protective 
Order, 29 FCC Rcd 7592.

80 Transaction Reviews and the Public Interest, by Bill Lake, Chief, Media Bureau, Jon Sallet, General Counsel & 
Julie Veach, Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau, Oct. 7, 2014.  http://www.fcc.gov/blog/transaction-reviews-and-
public-interest
81 Special Access Protective Order, supra, n.79.
82 For instance, Comcast notes that it has already submitted: “detailed video, broadband, and telephone subscriber 
data, detailed information regarding its content acquisition practices. . .  detailed data regarding the location of and 
technology used to support its physical plant; detailed analyses and assessments of current and future competitive 
entry; documents regarding its current and future business and strategic plans and budgets; . . . detailed information 
and analyses regarding its interconnection relationships and practices, including copies of its interconnection 
agreements; . . .detailed information and analyses regarding NBCUniversal’s content distribution relationships and 
(continued….)
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22. Accordingly, the Commission’s protective orders, including the protective orders adopted in 
these proceedings, are based on years of Commission experience and represent a time-tested means to 
protect highly sensitive information, including that of parties not directly involved in a transaction under 
review.83  These long-established procedures have worked successfully in the past and can be relied on 
here.  Moreover, in the case of VPCI, the Modified Joint Protective Orders afford additional category-
specific protections that should further allay concerns about access to and use of such information.84  

23. Actions Consistent with Trade Secrets Act.  The Content Companies assert that the Trade 
Secrets Act and the Commission rules prohibit the actions taken in these proceedings.85  Nothing in the 
Commission’s rules or the Trade Secrets Act precludes the use of the Modified Protective Orders with 
respect to VPCI in these proceedings.  The Commission has long recognized the importance of collecting 
certain competitively sensitive information and of making such information available for review by 
interested parties subject to appropriate procedural safeguards, where the public interest in providing 
access to such information outweighs countervailing interests in preventing disclosure.86  Sections 
0.457(d)(1) and 0.457(d)(2)(i) of the Commission’s rules constitute the legal authority for the disclosure 
of such competitively sensitive information under the Trade Secrets Act.87  These rules permit the 
(Continued from previous page)                                                            
practices, including its agreements with MVPDs.”  Comcast/TWC/Charter Oct. 20, 2014 Letter at 6.  AT&T notes 
that “[b]eginning with SBC Communications’ acquisition of Ameritech in 1998, and continuing through subsequent 
acquisitions of AT&T Wireless, AT&T Corp., BellSouth, and many other companies, AT&T has routinely produced 
its most sensitive documents to the Commission for review by staff and qualified third parties.”  AT&T-DIRECTV 
Oct. 27, 2014 Letter at 2.  AT&T’s productions have included “strategic planning, current and future plans to 
compete for customers, pricing, marketing, merger and acquisition valuation, and many other subjects that are 
universally recognized as competitively-sensitive.”  Id.
83  Notably, the Applicants and certain other parties in the Comcast-Time Warner Cable-Charter transaction 
proceeding have not found the safeguards of our protective orders to be lacking.  For instance, pursuant to the initial
Joint Protective Order in that proceeding, the Applicants collectively submitted “several million pages of documents 
and extensive responses to Commission information requests, many of which contain [Highly Confidential 
Information], including some of the Applicants’ most competitively sensitive business information,” and other 
parties (e.g., Netflix, DISH, and Cogent) have done so as well.  Comcast/TWC/Charter Oct. 20, 2014 Letter at 3.  
84 See Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 10; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order at 
¶ 10.  The D.C. Circuit has twice affirmed Commission decisions not to include certain information in the 
administrative record in a license transfer proceeding where the Commission’s decision was based on relevance.  
Those cases rest on the Court’s determination that the agency was within its discretion in weighing the relevance 
and significance of the information to making its decision.  See SBC v. FCC, 56 F.3d 1484, 1496 (D.C. Cir. 1995) 
(“The Commission’s manner of proceeding was well within its procedural discretion in implementing the 
Communications Act.  . . . The Commission is fully capable of determining which documents are relevant to its 
decision-making [citations omitted]. ”); Consumer Federation v. FCC, 348 F.3d 1009, 1013 (D.C.Cir. 2003) 
(affirming the FCC’s decision not to include the “AOL ISP agreement” in the record, but noting “[i]f [the consumer 
groups] needed the AOL ISP Agreement to make that argument [that the Commission should change its policy], 
perhaps the Commission would have erred in excluding it.”).  As explained above, VPCI is highly and 
unquestionably relevant to the Commission’s decision-making in these two transactions.
85 Content Companies’ Application for Review at 14-23.
86 See generally Examination of Current Policy Concerning the Treatment of Confidential Information Submitted to 
the Commission, Report and Order, 13 FCC Rcd 24816 (1998) (“1998 Confidential Information Order”).
87 Id. at 24820, ¶ 5 (citing Northern Television v. F.C.C., 1 Gov’t Disclosure Serv (P-H) ¶ 80,124 (No. 79-3468) 
(D.D.C. Apr. 18, 1980); Chrysler Corp. v. Brown, 441 U.S. 281, 301-03 (1979)); 47 C.F.R. §§ 0.457(d)(1), 
0.457(d)(2)(i).  The Commission’s statutory authority to adopt a rule that permits disclosure of materials covered by 
the Trade Secrets Act is grounded in Section 4(j) of the Communications Act.  See Examination of Current Policy 
Concerning the Treatment of Confidential Information Submitted to the Commission, Notice of Inquiry and Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Rcd 12406, 12413-15, ¶¶ 14-15 (1986); 47 U.S.C. § 4(j) (“[t]he Commission may 
(continued….)



Federal Communications Commission DA 14-1601

13

disclosure of such information on a “persuasive showing” of the reasons in favor of its release.88  The 
Commission permits disclosure where the Commission has identified a compelling public interest in 
disclosure.89  The rules also contemplate that the Commission will engage in a balancing of the interests 
favoring disclosure and nondisclosure.90  Historically, the Commission has relied on special instruments, 
such as protective orders, to serve the interests in disclosure while preserving the confidentiality of 
competitively sensitive materials, rather than excluding relevant documents from the record.91  Given the 
highly relevant nature of VPCI to the pending transactions, we conclude that the need for interested 
parties to have access to that information in order to participate meaningfully in the transactions’ review
constitutes a compelling public interest in favor of disclosure.  Moreover, the Modified Joint Protective 
Orders provide the proper balance between, on the one hand, the need to provide access to VPCI and, on 
the other hand, the legitimate interests of broadcasters and programmers in preventing the dissemination 
and misuse of their VPCI.

24. Highly Confidential Information Is Available Exclusively to Qualified Individuals That Have 
Executed an Acknowledgment.  The Content Companies repeatedly suggest that the VPCI materials will 
be accessible to any member of the public.  When referencing access to VPCI by qualified participants in 
this proceeding, the Content Companies use overbroad terms such as “public access,” “public disclosure,” 
“public inspection,” “publicly available,” and even “mass public disclosure.”92  Despite these 
mischaracterizations, the Content Companies are well aware that the general public will not have access 
to Highly Confidential Information.93  The Modified Joint Protective Orders and the VPCI Order make it 
abundantly clear that only a very restricted category of people will have permission to inspect VPCI 
materials and that they may do so only under narrowly prescribed circumstances.  

25. As the Content Companies acknowledge,94 the Modified Joint Protective Orders limit access 
to Outside Counsel of Record and Outside Consultants (and their employees and agents) who do not 
engage in “Competitive Decision-Making.”95 As the orders stressed, “Competitive Decision-Making” is 
defined as “a person’s activities, association, or relationship with any of his clients involving advice about 
or participation in the relevant business decisions or the analysis underlying the relevant business 
decisions of the client in competition with or in a business relationship with the Submitting Party” or with 
a third party, where the third party is claiming a confidentiality interest in the information at issue.96  This 

(Continued from previous page)                                                            
conduct its proceedings in such a manner as will best conduce to the proper dispatch of business and to the ends of 
justice”).
88 1998 Confidential Information Order at 24820, ¶ 5 (citing 47 C.F.R. §§ 0.457(d)(1), 0.457(d)(2)(i)).
89 1998 Confidential Information Order at 24822-23, ¶ 8 (citing MCI Telecommunications Corp., 58 RR 2d 187, 190 
(1985)).
90 1998 Confidential Information Order at 24822, ¶ 8 (citing F.C.C. v Schreiber, 381 U.S. 279, 291-92 (1965)).
91 1998 Confidential Information Order at 24823-24, 24831 ¶¶ 9, 21.
92 See, e.g., Content Companies’ Request for Stay at i, ii, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24.
93 A document labeled “Highly Confidential” or “Confidential” under the Modified Joint Protective Orders is 
automatically designated as one “not be made routinely available for public inspection.”  Comcast-TWC Modified 
Joint Protective Order at ¶ 4; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 4.  
94 Content Companies’ Request for Stay at 11.
95 See Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶¶ 7, 13 (emphasis added); AT&T-DIRECTV Modified 
Joint Protective Order at ¶¶ 7, 13 (emphasis added).
96 Comcast-TWC Joint Protective Order at 3688, ¶ 2; AT&T-DIRECTV Joint Protective Order at 6047, ¶ 2; 
Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 2; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 2.
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restriction, among other things, excludes persons whose activities on behalf of their clients would place 
them in a situation where their obligations under a protective order are likely to be put at risk, even if 
unintentionally or unconsciously.  We have noted that, in the context of VPCI, any individual who 
participates in the negotiation of programming contracts likely has been involved in “Competitive 
Decision-Making,” and allowing such an individual to review the documents would raise the very 
problem the restriction is designed to address.97 To ensure awareness of the special protections in the 
Modified Joint Protective Orders those orders require any qualified individual to file a supplemental 
Acknowledgment of Confidentiality form with the Commission and to serve it on the parties submitting 
VPCI.98  As an added safeguard, either party to a VPCI agreement (and related VPCI material) has the
right to object to the disclosure of the materials to a particular individual.99  Moreover, as noted, the 
Modified Joint Protective Orders impose additional restrictions with respect to the handling of VPCI, 
beyond what is ordinarily required for Highly Confidential Information in Commission protective orders, 
including requiring that the documents be reviewed in electronic format only and prohibiting the printing, 
copying, or electronic transmission of VPCI materials.100

26. The individuals who filed Acknowledgments under the Modified Joint Protective Orders
represent only a relatively small number of entities as compared to the general public.  And some of those 
entities are public interest organizations and therefore not competitors in the media industry.  Many of the 
Acknowledgments were filed by outside counsel and consultants for the Applicants themselves.101  
Therefore, the actual universe of potential reviewing parties is extremely limited as compared with 
disclosure to the general public as the Content Companies imply.102  The Content Companies, however, 
warn that Outside Counsel of Record and Outside Consultants often play a substantive role in the 
negotiation of a client’s carriage agreements and provide advice regarding programming rates and other 
highly sensitive terms and conditions.103  Yet we have already made clear and re-emphasize here that such 
activity constitutes Competitive Decision-Making and therefore would disqualify such individuals as
Outside Counsel of Record or Outside Consultants under the Modified Joint Protective Orders 104  We 

                                                     
97 VPCI Order at para 8.  See also AT&T-DIRECTV Oct. 27, 2014 Letter at 7 (highlighting that the Modified Joint 
Protective Orders make it clear that “no employees of any customer or competitor” of the Content Companies and 
“no outside counsel or consultant who engages in ‘competitive decision-making’ for clients” can gain access to 
Highly Confidential Information (emphasis in original)).
98 Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 7; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 7.
99 See, e.g., Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 8; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective 
Order at ¶ 8. 
100 Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶¶ 10-11; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order 
at ¶¶ 10-11.
101 See AT&T-DIRECTV Oct. 27, 2014 Letter at n.17 (noting the Content Companies “have sought to block outside 
counsel and outside consultants who represent Applicants from obtaining access to VPCI, even though the only 
VPCI that has been submitted . . . is Applicants’ own VPCI.  . . . [These] broad objections are meritless and should 
be dismissed.”)
102 See AT&T-DIRECTV Oct. 27, 2014 Letter at 5 (stating that of the 32 individuals other than the Applicants’ 
representatives that signed Acknowledgments to the Modified Joint Protective Orders in the AT&T-DIRECTV
proceeding, only 25 are seeking access to VPCI, “and the vast majority of those individuals are lawyers with strict 
ethical and professional obligations to comply with orders from federal regulators.”); AT&T-DIRECTV Oct. 31, 
2014 Letter at 2 (revising its count of individuals seeking access to VPCI to 21).
103 Content Companies’ Request for Stay at 11.
104 See Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 2; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order at 
¶ 2.
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appreciate the highly sensitive nature of the VPCI materials and the competitive harm that could result 
from their broad disclosure.  Accordingly, the Modified Joint Protective Orders reinforce and strengthen 
the preceding protective orders by specifically highlighting the restrictions on who may execute an 
Acknowledgment in these proceedings and by providing added protections against improper handling of 
VPCI.

27. The Content Companies assert that the Media Bureau’s protective orders do not account for 
the possibility that outside agents may later become employees of the Content Companies’ competitors 
and distributors.105  They express concern that such outside agents will use, even if inadvertently or 
subliminally, their knowledge of the VPCI materials to the benefit of their new employer.106  We believe 
this risk is minimized by:  (1) the signed Acknowledgment agreement not to divulge VPCI, subject to 
severe penalties for violation; (2) the obligation to use the information solely for the preparation and 
conduct of the applicable merger proceeding; and (3) the likely difficulty of accurately recalling the 
precise details of complex and voluminous submissions.107  In any event, it is reasonable to expect a 
certain “cooling off” period between when an outside agent has access to VPCI materials and when the 
agent seeks alternative employment that would have rendered him ineligible to review the VPCI materials 
at the time of the proceeding.  In the C-NBCU Order, the Commission offered a model protective order 
for arbitration proceedings that includes a one-year employment restriction for outside agents who review 
highly confidential information.108  We view this provision as one indication of what would constitute a 
reasonable lapse of time before an outside agent may seek alternative disqualifying employment.

28. Additional Production Procedures are Unnecessary or Unworkable.  The Content Companies
argue that they should have an opportunity to review and object to any proposed production on the ground 
that their confidential information has been erroneously designated before such information is made 
publicly available.  They propose that the Applicants be required to notify them before their sensitive 
information is produced. And they assert that all documents containing VPCI must be redacted and 
anonymized.  These procedures are unnecessary or unworkable, as described below.  

29. Allowing the Content Companies to prescreen the Applicants’ document productions to 
confirm accurate and comprehensive designation of VPCI and Highly Confidential Information would be
unworkable.  Allowing scores of third parties each to review, pre-production, several million documents 
contained in the productions of five separate Applicants would grind the transaction review process to a 
halt and create insurmountable logistical challenges.  Even if such a process could be achieved, in order 
for each Content Company to determine that nothing had been improperly designated, it would have to 
have access to the entire production, in which case each programmer’s representatives would necessarily 

                                                     
105 Content Companies’ Request for Stay at 11-12.
106 Id. at 11-13.
107 After the conclusion of the proceeding, individuals cannot rely on the documents or notes reflecting the content 
of documents to refresh their recollection about sensitive information.  The Modified Joint Protective Orders forbid 
individuals who gain access to Highly Confidential Information, including VPCI, from retaining those materials
after the conclusion of these proceedings.  All such materials must be returned or destroyed within two week of the 
conclusion of the proceeding.  The orders state “No material whatsoever containing or derived from Confidential 
and Highly Confidential Information may be retained.”  They require certification that all such materials have been 
returned or destroyed and highlight that “[s]uch certification shall be made pursuant to 28 U.S.C. section 1746 and is 
subject to 18 U.S.C. section 2001.”  See Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 22; AT&T-DIRECTV 
Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 22.
108 Applications of Comcast Corporation, General Electric Company, and NBC Universal, Inc. for Consent to 
Assign Licenses and Transfer Control of Licensees, Memorandum Opinion and Order, MB Docket No. 10-56, 26 
FCC Rcd 4238, 4422-23, App. E at 7(d) (2011). 
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have access to the VPCI of other programmers, the very eventuality the Content Companies have sought 
to avoid and necessitating the use of a protective order exactly like the one already in place.  Furthermore, 
this additional prescreening by multiple additional parties would serve to delay unnecessarily and 
prejudicially the Commission’s review of these transactions.  

30. In any event, we believe that the Applicants’ method of identifying and classifying material 
as VPCI is more likely to be over-inclusive than under-inclusive, thereby minimizing any risk that VPCI 
has not been designated.  The Applicants have employed sophisticated document management software, 
text searches, discovery analytics, and dozens of attorneys to identify and segregate relevant documents.  
Comcast, TWC, and Charter have conducted additional reviews of potentially responsive documents in 
their respective productions to determine if the documents contain any VPCI.  They explain that if such 
“documents contained information relating to programming contracts, terms, or negotiations of same, the 
Applicants instructed their document review teams to designate those documents as containing VPCI.  In 
addition, where documents were ambiguous but could be understood to convey limited information about 
programming negotiations or contract terms, reviewers were directed to lean towards designated such 
documents as containing VPCI as well.”109  Similarly, AT&T and DIRECTV explain that they “used a 
multipronged approach” to identify VPCI, including “human review” and “multiple rounds of broadly 
inclusive electronic searches fine-tuned with significant attorney review.”110  They describe an “intensive 
and thorough” process that required “hundreds of attorney reviewers and support from experts at 
Applicants’ document vendors.”  They employed “sophisticated and modern electronic capabilities to 
ensure [proper identification of VPCI].”  These steps included carefully training and specifically 
instructing reviewers “to designate documents as VPCI if they are video programming distribution 
agreements or a part of an agreement or if they contain detailed description of one or more provisions of 
such an agreement, including but not limited to price, terms or information relating to the negotiation of 
such an agreement.”111  We believe that the approaches the Applicants describe are not only reasonable 
but, if anything, are likely to result in the over-inclusion of documents in the VPCI category.  By erring 
on the side of granting the enhanced protections to more material rather than less, the Applicants are 
further safeguarding the interests of third parties, such as the Content Companies.  

31. At least some of the contracts contained in the VPCI contain non-disclosure provisions that 
recognize production may be required if legally compelled.112  However, the Applicants may face the 
threat of potential lawsuits from third parties – including, but not limited to, the Content Companies – if 
they disclose information that they previously agreed to hold confidential per the terms of an agreement.  
Thus, while the Content Companies allege that the Orders give the Applicants “little incentive to ensure 
that the Content Companies’ proprietary interests are protected,”113 we believe that in fact the Applicants 
have every incentive to protect the confidential information of third parties, and, as indicated previously, 
we expect they will use “all reasonable efforts to identify and segregate”114 documents containing VPCI 

                                                     
109 Comcast/TWC/Charter Oct. 20, 2014 Letter at 4.
110 AT&T-DIRECTV Oct. 27, 2014 Letter at 6.
111 Id.  AT&T and DIRECTV report that such efforts to identify VPCI required approximately 4,500 hours of 
reviewer time and cost over $1,000,000.  Id.
112 ACA notes that “it is common for programming agreements to include an exception to the contract’s non-
disclosure agreement [] that permits them to be disclosed to government officials upon request.”  ACA Sept. 29, 
2014 Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57 at 7.
113 Content Companies’ Application for Review at 12.
114 VPCI Order at n.30.
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in these proceedings.115

32. Moreover, the entirety of the Applicants’ document productions in these proceedings is 
Confidential or Highly Confidential Information and subject to the restrictions set forth in the protective 
orders.  Indeed, the types of documents that would disclose VPCI would be Highly Confidential
Information.  Thus, documents the Applicants produce, even if not segregated as VPCI, would not be 
made publicly available.  Rather, such documents would be designated as Highly Confidential in any 
regard and viewable only by a limited universe of individuals not involved in Competitive Decision-
Making.  In addition, the special process for VPCI was created due to the uniquely broad and detailed 
industry-wide information being made available in two simultaneous reviews.  Inadvertent failures to 
designate some documents as VPCI, even if they were to occur, would be so limited that the normal 
protections for Highly Confidential Information should be adequate.  

33. Despite the Content Companies’ complaints, we find that there is no cause for additional 
notice provisions with regard to access to their VPCI.116 Consistent with their contractual obligations 
under the respective agreements, the Applicants already give notice to the relevant third parties – be they 
Content Companies or otherwise – when they are asked to produce the agreements in connection with the 
proposed transactions.  Furthermore, as a result of the carefully crafted procedures established in the 
Modified Joint Protective Orders, the Content Companies, along with all other interested parties, have 
notice each time an individual files a certification under the Modified Joint Protective Orders seeking to 
gain access to Highly Confidential Information.  Thus, the Content Companies have advance notice of 
every individual seeking access to Highly Confidential Information, along with an opportunity to object 
to that individual’s access, as evidenced by their objections to date. Thus, the assertion that the Content 
Companies require additional notice in order to know that their confidential information could be 
produced in connection with the merger review is simply incorrect.

34. While the Content Companies have asserted that the Commission should require that any 
VPCI included in the record be redacted and anonymized to remove identifying information, such an 
approach is unrealistic and inappropriate.117  First, the Applicants have stated that it would be unworkable 
to prepare redacted or anonymized versions of the hundreds of thousands of pages of programming 
contract materials that have been produced, and we concur.118   In addition, such redaction would have to 
be extensive to ensure that the parties and programming involved are not identifiable from the material, 
which then, in turn, would likely render the material unusable for purposes of analyzing the issues 
pending in the merger.  Understanding the parties (e.g., size, vertical integration, possession of “must-
have” programming, etc.), price and non-price terms, and the programming content involved in a 
particular agreement or negotiation is essential for parties to properly assess the significance of the 

                                                     
115 Indeed, the Applicants have confirmed this throughout the proceedings.  See, e.g., Letter from Maureen R. 
Jeffreys, Counsel for AT&T, and William M. Wiltshire, Counsel for DIRECTV, Inc. to Marlene H. Dortch, 
Secretary, FCC, MB Docket No. 14-90 (Oct. 16, 2014) at 1-2 (“Applicants have every interest in assuring that the 
confidential information produced to the Commission be appropriately safeguarded, as the overwhelming majority 
of highly sensitive information in the docket is information that belongs to Applicants themselves and includes 
highly sensitive details of their business and strategy.  That is no less true of the programming agreements and 
related materials at issue in the Application for Review.”  “As parties with an equal interest in the protection of the 
materials at issue in the Application for Review, Applicants understand and take seriously the terms of the Modified 
Joint Protective Order (“MJPO”), including the obligations to identify and segregate documents containing Video 
Programming Confidential Information pursuant to the Order adopting the MJPO.”)(citations omitted).
116 See Content Companies’ Request for Stay at 10.
117 Content Companies’ Application for Review at 11.
118 See Comcast/TWC/Charter Oct. 20, 2014 Letter at n. 11.
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material, and thus such identifying terms and details are highly relevant to a reviewing party’s 
consideration.  Thus, even if anonymization were feasible, it would not be appropriate as it would 
undermine the utility of making such documents available for limited review in the first place.  

35. Designation of Highly Confidential Material is Mandatory. The Content Companies object 
to language in paragraph 3 of the Modified Joint Protective Orders that states that “[a] Submitting Party 
may designate as Highly Confidential only those types of information described in Appendix A.”119  Their 
confusion is perhaps understandable but their conclusion is incorrect.  The instruction is permissive 
because not all of the information described in Appendix A qualifies as VPCI.  However, the Modified 
Joint Protective Orders are intended to ensure that the subset of documents described in Appendix A that 
contain VPCI are designated as Highly Confidential and are subject to the additional restrictions 
applicable to VPCI.  Submitting Parties do not have the liberty to treat VPCI materials otherwise.  To that 
end, we clarify that all VPCI materials must be labeled Highly Confidential and must be handled in 
accordance with the Modified Joint Protective Orders’ prescribed procedures for VPCI.120

36. Objections Do Not Indefinitely Stay Proceedings.  In addition, we hereby amend paragraph 8 
of the Modified Joint Protective Orders to remove any doubt about whether a party is able to suspend 
indefinitely another party’s (or every other party’s) effective participation in the proceeding simply by 
filing an objection.121  We replace the second to last sentence of that paragraph with the following and 
make conforming edits to other portions of the paragraph:  

A person subject to an objection shall not have access to the relevant Confidential Information or 
Highly Confidential Information until five (5) business days after any objection is resolved by the 
Bureau in favor of the person seeking access.

We believe this approach provides an appropriate balance between providing ample opportunity for the 
consideration of legitimate objections and proceeding with the merger review in a timely manner.122  
Accordingly, the informal 180-day clock will restart when access to Highly Confidential Information is 
permitted pursuant to paragraph 8 of the Modified Joint Protective Orders, as amended herein.  In 
addition, we will issue a public notice establishing dates for respective pleading cycles in each merger 
proceeding. 

                                                     
119 Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 3 (emphasis added); AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint 
Protective Order at ¶ (emphasis added).
120 One of the applicable restrictions prohibits reviewing parties from making copies of any documents containing 
VPCI.  Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 10; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order 
at ¶ 10.  Therefore, the concern of the Content Companies is misplaced with respect to language in paragraph 6 of 
the Modified Joint Protective Order providing the option to Submitting Parties to prohibit the copying of certain 
Highly Confidential documents.  See Content Companies’ Request for Stay at 8 n.3.  The blanket copying restriction 
for all VPCI supersedes the ability of Submitting Parties to apply copying restrictions selectively to other Highly 
Confidential materials.  See Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 6; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified 
Joint Protective Order at ¶ 6 (subjecting the instructions in paragraph 6 to the copying prohibition in paragraph 10).
121 Comcast-TWC Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 8; AT&T-DIRECTV Modified Joint Protective Order at ¶ 8.
122 We do not believe that this modification to the language of the Modified Joint Protective Orders alters any rights 
or obligations of individuals executing Acknowledgments and thus it is not necessary for individuals to sign new 
Acknowledgments as a result of this change.
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IV. ORDERING CLAUSES

37. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED, that pursuant to the authority contained in sections 4(i), 214 
and 310(d) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i), 214 and 310(d), 
Section 4 of the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(4), and authority delegated under section 
0.283 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. § 0.283, the above amendment to the Modified Joint 
Protective Orders are adopted.

38. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to section 1.102(b)(1) of the Commission’s 
rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.102(b)(1), this Order SHALL BE EFFECTIVE upon release. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

William T. Lake
Chief, Media Bureau
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Washington, DC  20554

In the Matter of

Applications of 

Comcast Corp. and 
Time Warner Cable Inc.

For Consent To Assign or Transfer Control of
Licenses and Authorizations

and

AT&T, Inc. and 
DIRECTV

For Consent To Assign or Transfer Control of
Licenses and Authorizations

)
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)
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

MB Docket No. 14-57

MB Docket No. 14-90

ORDER

Adopted:  November 10, 2014 Released: November 10, 2014

By the Commission: Commissioners Pai and O’Rielly dissenting and issuing separate statements.

1. We have before us two requests for stay and two applications for review seeking review 
of the Amended Modified Joint Protective Orders, the predecessor Modified Joint Protective Orders, and 
the Bureau orders adopting them, in the above-captioned proceedings.1  We deny the applications for 
review and, for the reasons stated by the Media Bureau in its November 4, 2014, Order on 
Reconsideration,2 affirm the adoption of the Amended Modified Joint Protective Orders in these 
proceedings3 with one modification.  

2. We hereby order that Reviewing Parties may review Video Programming Confidential 

                                                     
1 Emergency Request for Stay of Media Bureau Order and Associated Modified Protective Orders, filed by CBS 
Corporation, Discovery Communications, Scripps Networks Interactive, Inc., The Walt Disney Company, Time 
Warner Inc., TV One, LLC, Twenty First Century Fox, Inc., Univision Communications Inc., and Viacom Inc.
(together, the “Content Companies”) (filed Oct. 14, 2014); Emergency Request for Stay, field by the Content 
Companies (filed Nov. 7, 2014); Application for Review, filed by the Content Companies (filed Oct. 14, 2014); 
Application for Review, filed by the Content Companies (filed Nov. 7, 2014).
2 Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses 
and Authorizations and Applications of AT&T, Inc. and DIRECTV for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of 
Licenses and Authorizations, Order on Reconsideration, DA 14-1601 (Media Bur., rel. Nov. 4, 2014).  
3  Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses 
and Authorizations, Amended Modified Joint Protective Order, DA 14-1604 (Media Bur., rel. Nov. 4, 2014); 
Applications of AT&T, Inc. and DIRECTV for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses and 
Authorizations, Amended Modified Joint Protective Order, DA 14-1602 (Media Bur., rel. Nov. 4, 2014) (together, 
the “Amended Modified Joint Protective Orders”).
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Information under the Amended Modified Joint Protective Orders only at the offices of the Submitting 
Party’s Outside Counsel of Record or at other secure locations that may be established by the Submitting 
Party, as these terms are used in the Amended Modified Joint Protective Orders.  Reviewing Parties may 
not review Video Programming Confidential Information through remote access.  We instruct the Media 
Bureau to issue new protective orders in these proceedings consistent with this Order by the close of 
business one business day following the release of this Order.

3. Given our denial of the applications for review, we also deny the requests for stay.  It is 
our considered judgment that permitting access to Confidential Information and Highly Confidential 
Information under the terms of the Amended Modified Joint Protective Orders will aid the Commission in 
the expeditious resolution of these proceedings.  However, to allow the parties time to seek judicial 
review, we further order that notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 8 of the Amended Modified 
Joint Protective Orders, no Reviewing Party shall have access to Confidential or Highly Confidential 
Information under the provisions of the Amended Modified Joint Protective Orders until seven calendar 
days after this Order is released. 

4. ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to sections 4(i) and 5(c) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i), 155(c), and section 1.115 of the 
Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.115, that the applications for review jointly filed by CBS Corporation, 
Discovery Communications, Scripps Networks Interactive, Inc., The Walt Disney Company, Time 
Warner Inc., TV One, LLC, Twenty First Century Fox, Inc., Univision Communications Inc., and Viacom 
Inc. ARE DENIED.

5. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Media Bureau is directed to issue new protective 
orders in these proceedings consistent with this Order by the close of business one business day following 
the release of this Order.

6. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the requests for stay jointly filed by CBS Corporation, 
Discovery Communications, Scripps Networks Interactive, Inc., The Walt Disney Company, Time 
Warner Inc., TV One, LLC, Twenty First Century Fox, Inc., Univision Communications Inc., and Viacom 
Inc. ARE DENIED.

7. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that no person may have access to Confidential or Highly 
Confidential Information until seven calendar days after this Order is released.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary

y
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DISSENTING STATEMENT OF
COMMISSIONER AJIT PAI

Re: Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. For Consent To Assign or Transfer 
Control of Licenses and Authorizations, MB Docket No. 14-57; Applications of AT&T, Inc. and 
DIRECTV For Consent To Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses and Authorizations, MB 
Docket No. 14-90

About four weeks ago, numerous content companies filed an Application for Review challenging 
Media Bureau orders.  In that Application for Review, they argued that the Bureau did not provide 
sufficient protection to highly sensitive proprietary commercial information contained in the companies’ 
affiliation and distribution agreements with Comcast, Time Warner Cable, Charter, AT&T, and 
DIRECTV.  The agency’s leadership, however, did not allow the Commission to resolve that Application 
for Review.

Instead, in a highly irregular maneuver, the Media Bureau issued an Order on Reconsideration on 
November 4, 2014, rejecting the arguments set forth in the Application for Review.  Moreover, it 
modified the protective orders applicable to these proceedings to take away the content companies’ due 
process rights.  Specifically, prior to last Tuesday, no party could access highly sensitive information 
while an objection to such disclosure remained under review by the Commission or by a court—a policy 
consistent with prior Commission practice.  Under the modified protective order, however, parties now 
may obtain access to information five business days after the Bureau rejects an objection.  I was not given 
any advance notice that the Bureau was planning to issue these decisions responding to the Application 
for Review.  I learned about them through press reports.

Flash forward six days.  This afternoon, on November 10, at 1:39 PM, I was presented with this 
item denying the content companies’ Applications for Review and told that I needed to cast my vote 
today.  Why?  Unless the Commission adopted this item, which also gives the content companies another 
week to obtain a stay in court, the Bureau threatened to disclose the disputed documents to outside parties 
on Wednesday morning, November 12.  And remember that tomorrow, November 11, is a federal 
holiday.   

These procedural shenanigans are unworthy of this Commission, and I will not countenance them 
by voting to approve today’s item.  In their Applications for Review, the content companies have raised 
serious arguments that merit the Commission’s thoughtful consideration.  Instead, the Commission swats 
them away in a cursory two-page order that has been in front of us for no more than a few hours.  

Time does not permit me to review in detail all of my objections to this item.  I will just highlight 
two of them here.

First, I strongly disagree with the Bureau’s decision to permit third parties to access highly 
confidential documents while any objections to such access remain pending at the Commission or in 
court.  I am unaware of any Commission precedent for this departure from our prior practice.  Our 
longstanding confidentiality polices have served us well in prior merger proceedings, and I see no 
justification for changing course here.  Once a party has accessed confidential information, the cat cannot 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 14-202

4

be put back in the bag.  The harm is irreparable.  A subsequent court ruling that the Commission erred in 
allowing such access is too little, too late.  

Second, I remain unconvinced that it is necessary or appropriate for the Commission to give 
outside parties access to the content companies’ affiliation and distribution agreements, let alone 
documents related to the negotiation of those agreements.  The Commission has repeatedly recognized the 
extremely sensitive nature of these contracts.  It has said that “[d]isclosure of programming contracts 
between [MVPDs] and programmers can result in substantial competitive harm to the information 
provider.”4  And it has processed transaction after transaction in the video market, including the Comcast-
NBCU transaction (a vertical transaction in which programming was directly at issue), without supplying 
the contracts to any and all signatories of the protective orders.

So what’s going on here?  Why are these transactions different from any previous transaction?  I 
haven’t been given any persuasive explanation for why additional disclosure is necessary here.  Rather, to 
the extent that these proceedings differ from prior ones, the argument for protecting programming 
contracts is more compelling here, not less.  Indeed, as the Chief of the Media Bureau, the Commission’s 
General Counsel, and the Chief of the Wireline Competition Bureau have explained:  “Access to the 
Applicants’ contracts could allow someone to obtain a detailed, industry-wide overview of the current and 
future programming market.  Indeed, because the AT&T and Comcast transactions are pending 
simultaneously, the ability to capture an understanding of the programming marketplace is greater, and 
potentially more troublesome, than if only one were before us.”5  I agree.

To conclude, it is worth noting that the Commission’s commitment to openness in these 
proceedings is selective.  According to media reports, Commission staffers have been holding secret 
meetings with certain parties about these transactions.6  No information about these meetings is being 
placed in the public record.  So other parties to these proceedings are being left completely in the dark as 
to who is attending and what is being discussed.  I myself asked who was taking part in these meetings 
and what was being said; but my request was refused.  The end result is that whoever is writing the drafts 
of the decisions in these proceedings is reviewing information that is being denied to the Commissioners 
who will be voting on these transactions.  When taken in tandem with today’s item, one reaches the 
strange conclusion that outside parties have better input into the decision-making process than do 
Commissioners appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate.

For all of these reasons, I dissent.

                                                     
4 In the Matter of Examination of Current Policy Concerning the Treatment of Confidential Information Submitted 
to the Commission, 13 FCC Rcd. 24816, 224852 (1998).  
5 Bill Lake, et al., Transaction Reviews and the Public Interest, The Official FCC Blog, at 2 (Oct. 7, 2014), 
available at http://www.fcc.gov/blog/transaction-reviews-and-public-interest.  
6 See, e.g., Shalini Ramachandran, Keach Hagey and Amol Sharma, “Comcast Targeted by Entertainment Giants,” 
The Wall Street Journal (Aug. 29, 2014), available at http://online.wsj.com/articles/comcast-targeted-by-
entertainment-giants-140934979.
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DISSENTING STATEMENT OF 
COMMISSIONER MICHAEL O’RIELLY

Re: Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. For Consent To Assign or Transfer 
Control of Licenses and Authorizations, MB Docket No. 14-57; Applications of AT&T, Inc. and 
DIRECTV For Consent To Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses and Authorizations, MB 
Docket No. 14-90

While I appreciate my colleagues willingness to discuss my concerns and listen to efforts to fix 
this flawed course of action, I must strenuously dissent to today’s order in which Commission generally 
affirms, with some changes, the staff’s determination allowing access to highly confidential agreements in 
the Comcast-Time Warner and AT&T-DirecTV merger proceedings and setting forth when and how they 
will be provided to third parties.  The documents at issue contain the extremely sensitive pricing and term 
information of America's leading programming content producers—a crown jewel of American creativity 
and a major American export to the world marketplace.    

I am not convinced that access to such materials by outside parties is necessary for consideration 
of the pending merger transactions, especially given the risks at stake and because the Commission has 
not disclosed these agreements in the past.  I have been told that disclosure is necessary to ensure 
compliance with the Administrative Procedure Act, which is a dubious reading of the statute and 
questionable justification as the Commission has ignored it numerous times of late.  I also find it 
duplicitous to suggest that disclosing the market-sensitive information of content creators is acceptable, 
while it is permissible to withhold information about certain secretive ex parte meetings held on the topic.

Moreover, the content producers are not parties to the transactions and their rights cannot and 
should not be trampled over for some ulterior political goal.  No matter how safe or protected this 
information may seem, you can never promise with any level of certainty that the information won't get 
out in some form or be used in separate proceedings: This bell cannot be unrung.  To me, this appears to 
be more of a fishing expedition by interests groups and competitors to obtain market-sensitive 
information.  Thus, this action could clearly result in irreparable harm and I hope that some court will 
recognize this.

I also cannot agree with the about face on our longstanding presumption that sensitive documents 
would not be disclosed until any challenges were reviewed by the Commission and, if appropriate, a court 
of competent jurisdiction.  Suddenly, last Tuesday’s orders altered our normal course to inexplicably 
provide access to such documents after the Media Bureau responds to any challenge in favor of the party 
seeking disclosure.  Affected parties should have the ability to exercise their rights to protect sensitive 
information if they wish.  At least today’s item makes some minor modifications to the protective orders, 
which will allow programmers seven days to obtain a stay from the court and prevent disclosure of these 
agreements online.  Placing sensitive agreements online would have been reckless so it is an improvement 
that these documents will be visible only in the offices of the submitting parties, but it highlights how 
outrageous making these documents accessible is in the first place.


